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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study report is a brief analysis of the conditions and 

complications existent within the total Department of Defense conventional 

omnmnition production base and its oanagenent aspects. 

The report examines the history of the ammunition producing 

facilities as they were developed in World War II, and as they have 

progressed up to and through the Vietnam Era. It also examines the 

managencnt structures utilized by the Amy, Navy, and the Air Force during 

the Vietnam conflict along with the current composition of the production 

base i;.Hhin the cognizance of the three services. 

In response to several Department of Defense studies and reviews 

conducted during the late 1960Ts, a Joint Panel for the Coordinated 

Mana^en^nt of the DOD A.'nnunition Production Base .was formed in 1971 to 

look into possibilities for imnroving the effective management of the 

total base. 

The recomraendatlons of tho panel resulted in the f omation of a 

Btandinf', cross-servlc'e mtrix organization, titled the Joint Conventional 

Ammunition Production Coordinating Group, (JCAP/CO), consisting of 

general officers fron the operatino; levels in each of the throe services. 

When fully iiplc-.ntcd, this organization and its subordinate staff(s) 

should -om a highly vorkable, effective decision-making body to assure 

coordination and cooperation in tho manageneilt of the total ammunition 

base. Its success should yield broad acceptance by providing the manage- 

sent of tho fca::c vithin the traditional conmand and control responsibilities 

Jealously guarded by each service. 
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(   . AMMUNITION PRODUCTION BASE MAHAGSMENT 

A STUDY IN COORDINATED JOINT SERVICE MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUES» 

CHAPTER I 

« 

INTRODUCTION 

Perhaps the most controversial and often maligned defense expenditure 

throußhout the history of the twentieth century United States has been the 

Investment in the conventional ammunition production base. This highly 

expensive, almost totally government owned, base has suffered the multiple 

cycles of deslrn/redosign, develoanont, creation, activation and subsequent 

layavray four times in the last fifty years. Each cycle was fraught with 

the same traurmtic experiences, all of which were believed unique at the 

tine, but which eventually emerged vith each succeeding conflict. 

This study is aimed at analyzing an apnroach now beinn undertaken 

within the Department of Dofenco to obtain the best nanafoment techniques 

possible for this cor.plex and far flun^ Industrial base within the frame- 

work of the three Individual services and without overriding the oxioting 

prerogatives of any sorvlce. The proposed approach is unique and reflects 

an epitcwe in coordination previously believed unv;or':able~and still 

thought to be ro in some cis-cles—but vhich shov.-s pmiise for future • 

exprnsion end application in this and other commodities. 

The rlirrunsion approach to bo used will analyze the history of the 

.     prohictior. bar.e; the events leading up to the Department of Defense 

"'■  ntudv -■ ~Qsent3 t,'  v'-- eenc''uslenE r~A  roee'—'andptf ona -ir ■t! 

a';t;:or an' ooa not nocennnrily re^lrct the official ojdnion of the 
Do.'once 3y:jlo:,'i;T ;ka'iro;.cnt Sc.'icol nor the Department of Defense, 



revised nanagerlal direction; a discussion of the management methods beinc 

planned and pursued; and finally an evaluation of the initial results of 

the pronram and its potential. 



CHAPTER 2 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES 

During World War I the munitions industry, as ve now call it, was 

minute. It consisted priwarily of six Army arsenals, a few Navy ordnance 

depots, and several private contractors who assumed the Job of setting up 

specialized manufacturing lines to build amnunition for use of the Allied 

Expeditionary Forces . (AEF), Significantly, even these sources did not 

produce sufficient materials for the AEF until the Sprinß of 19lS—nearly 

eighteen months after mobilization wan begun, V/e fought the large part 

of the war with British and French supplied equlpnent, (l:pp3-20) 

Petvjoen the two world wars the Inck of funds and the "Merchant of 

Death" syndrorj^ combined to almost totally eraclic::.to the munitions pro- 

duction base to a few civil servants in the various depots and arsenals. 

Those people were primarily devoted to developing, methods and techniques 

for production. Almost no American production base existed prior to the 

Fall of France, and what did exist was larrely ccrmitted to British 

contracts for Britain's conduct of the early stages of World War II, 

(ltpr/,a-6/,) 

During the Battle of Britain, the Tails of Congress echoed with the 

OOQplainti con;crninc the lone mobilisation period and the shortages of 

munitions for cur fighting forces, but little wan said concerning the 

many years of budget cuts and co .placoncy on the defense aTnunitions 

production base posture. Fortunately, r.one planning had boon effected 

by both the Amy and the l.avy, and when funds were finally made available 

in IV/CO, they proceeded to develop an in-houce capability along with 

various civilian rosovrcos for n • unition prod"ction. Both r/r roc.chos 

: 



required large expchdituros to buy or build plants and machinery and to 

procure nanaccrial know-how.    Outside of sporting amnunition, there were 

no civilian amnunition production sources,    (2»pp9-20) 

Consequently, the major efforts by both services vere devoted to 

developing and building a vast complex of govemraont owned-contractor 

operated (GOCO) and government ovned-governraent operated (GOGO) ammunition 

producing plants to supply the massive requirements of Vorld Mar II, 

These plants vere fully celf-contalned Class II iasta31ations designed 

for mass production of ammunition end  Items,    "he GOCO plants were built* 

entirely by operating contractors to government specifications with 

federal funds for government ov.i^rship.    The GGCO's and GOGO's were 

augmented by many private concerns as producers of some end items, and, 

more frequently, as sub-producers of components to the primary mass 

producers, the GOCO's,    In general, the previously existing arsenals and 

depots assumed the role of technical advisors to the primary producers, 

while thoir production linns concentrated on problem areas and experi- 

mental motbeda as veil as on policies and procedures. 

Subsequent to tho hostilities of World Vsr II,  the largest portion 

of tho nmnitionB base v/as' dismantled,  sold off, and siraply ignored until 

1950,    Srscir.l Irrrislation in 19^S did authorize certain reserve reten- 

tion cJ' govwmeat ovnei facilities, bat these vere Inr^ely retained in 

an "as is" standby condition,    Tho country foil into our veil-known mood 

of complacency, relying on a pre-posit ioned stockpile of mtmitions located 

around the vorld to satisfy cur needs if—and that vas then considered a 

very unlikely "if "—the United States military might would ever n^ain be • 

nroded, 

Jn this Ticrlod, povernl n-n; factors came upon tho scene.    The birth 

of tho US Air Force as a separate entity created a new nanacjement problcT 



for the anmunltlon stockpile and the production base.    However during 

those formative years—and indeed into the decade of the I9601 s—the 

Air Force rolled largoly on the Any to continue the ammunition develop- 

ment, production, and si pply as it had during the previous US Army Air 

Corps days vrith only the funding aspects changed. 

With the outbreak of the Korean War, the Department of Defense 

evaluated the manageinont concepts of the ammunition conmodity and again 

found it lacking.    The concept of the pre-positioncd stockpile was 

excellent except that durinfr the interim years it had not caught up with 

the improved weapons, handling techniques, proper distribution, and 

especially, stock deterioration.    To meet the combat emergency, all three 

services managed to utilize the remainder of the World War II production 

base to good advantage,  but the primary effort for its r.anagcncnt remained 

with the Amy and the Navy via the GOCO ond GOGO concept,     (3:pp3-ll) 

Subsecment to 1955,  the nanagement emphasis of all services toward 

the ammunition ca'modity again receded to its pre-war status, with the 

base further dismantled and the war reserve stockpile monufaetured but 

not further Improved.    By I965, history was repeating itself, end again 

armunitlon shortages existed.    Crisis management was rcquirel, and, as 

with previous situations.  Individual techniques were developed, high 

emphasis placed on the nanagemont effort, and the crisis dissolved—all 

at a very high montitory cost. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE PRODUCTION BASE DURING TUE VIETUAM ERA 

A beglnnlnf approach to evaluating the broad problem of management 

of the ammunition production base rests primarily in a clear definition 

of vhat the manarrement requirements are.   All three services had been 

exercising this mana~o:uent on an individual basis, relying on inteav 

service informal coordination for various aspects.    The production base • 

management as applied within the services has been quite clearly, but 

very recently, defined as: 

Including thore functions nortlnent to the receipt and evalua- 
tlcn of arraunition rvquireaenta as they affect the production bo GO; 
pr'xluction base acquisition or release; quantitative and qualitative 
car>abilitios and utilizationj ncdemizatlon and exransion; and 
asRociatcd decision models and aanagemMt infomation systems, 
(5tp4) 

The l:ey elements of this definition can be summarized as the knouledcre 

of the vequiremnnts (ij^.pljring stockpile rj/inagement), and the ability to 

determine and control the production sources. 

To place the an unition production base management problem in its 

proper jxjrspoctive, it would be well to look into the Department of 

Defenrie policies and then nt each of tho individual service techniques, 

orgenisationr,  and assets, 

DOD directives on coordinated procurement practices attempted to 

eliminate duplieatlve effort on the rcrts   of the three services and so 

asslfnfd various commodities, and Federal Supply Classification (rsC) 

coder within the commodities, to the separate services for basically 

■inglo manager approach.    Under this concept each service would manage the 

production base arA procure materials Tci' t'.\c other scnrloes on an inter- 

departmental purohas« request kisis.    (6:p6) 



In the aiununltion commodity, this directive resulted in the Amy 

absorbing total procurement responsibility for all corn-ion raulti-service 

munitions items except for portions of FSC 1310 (^0 mm), FSC 1325 (bombs), 

FSC 1340 (2.75 in and 5 in rockets), and FSC 1390 (specialized nnval fuzes 

and primers). In reality, however, the Amy still managed a certain 

capability to produce a large part of these items as veil. .For example, 

even though the Amy was not a user of bombs, it retained and managed the 

only 750 lb. bcrab manufacturing line, and a majority of the components 

for both it and othor Air Force or Navy items of material, particularly 
» 

air deliverable munitions.    In essence, the Amy was assigned "lead" 

responsibility for conventional, ammunition procurement. 

The Navy was assigned procurement responsibility for the majority 

of those exceptions listed above, as uoll as its own peculiar reqiüre- 

ments pertaining to naval gunnery. 

For its part, the Air Force was assigned procuronont responsibility 

only for new develour-.ent itonc which i/oulrl be peculiar to its use, and 

for which the other services have no existing capability to produce. 

The Air Force relied very heavily on the Amy during the most recent 

conflict for the majority of its munitions needs. 

One peculiar aspect of this assignment policy was that it was only 

for proeoramcat«    In accordance with our earlier definition of the pro- 

duction base 7xinagc.uont, the roquireinonts aspect rcnainod within the 

individual cervices to bo transnittod to the procurin-? service as needed. 

In addition,  one service, the Arry, possessed anc1 naaagad virtually 

«11 of the bulk explosive Danufaoturlng capability which provided the 

core cxplosiro conponents to the other -ervlccs, again on an as nocded 

basir. 

•1 



The Inherent oonfllct that arises out of the preceding two para- 

graphs iri.ll become more predominant as ve progress In this study; however, 

suffice It to say that the coordination between the three services had to 

be Intense during the Vietnam War and, though It was infomal. It was 

successful only under a crisis management technique.    For peacetime and 

mobilization planning purposes, this coordination obviously takes on 

another aspect, especially as it pertains to lon^-range planning for the 

production base. 

At this point ±t would be well to examine the existing management   • 

structures and the capabilities of the three services with regard to 

the production base. 

Within the Array, all the wholesale aTnunition nanufacturinf: supply 

and support aspects are centered within the US Amy I!ateriol Command (AT>C) 

and more specifically, the US Amy Ihanitlons Connand, nov cenbined with 

the US Amy Weapons Coranand to form the US Amy Armaments Command {kK'OC.') 

at Rock Island, Illlnoic,    This connand now manages twenty-five government 

ovned-contractor operated  (GOCO) amunition manufacturing plants and five 

special purpose arsenals, all GOCO,    These are no\i all in various stages 

of active production,  standby, or inrctlve status,  and constitute an 

inveotnent of ,'10,8 billion.    The Amanents Connand operates its own 

national inventory control for all Army amunition stocks, as veil as 
> 

assets due out to the other services,    (f):ppl-28)    In addition,  the 

Amy I'ateriel Co:n;-;and exercises connand an^ control over all of the Airy 

depota i:i the continental Inited States, wherein all Amy annunition 

stocks and a majority of the Air Perec stocks aro placed in storare. 

For its part, the US I.'avy's nnnaseraent of the conventional ammuni- 

tion prorran is centered in the t'aval Ilatcricl Comand ("^^C), but then 

sru.lt o \o:\-' its subordinrto aystens ccr.r-.aridc.    The prin-.ry rmniticna 



manager at the operjatinc level is the Naval Ordnance Systems Conmand 

(NAVORD), except for munitions commodities peculiar to aircraft appli- 

cations, vhlch are nnnaged by the Naval Air Systems Command (IIAVAIR). 

In conjunction with the Naval Supply Systems Command, these tvo commands 

functionally operate the major naval production facilities vhlch consti- 

tute three GOGO depots,  six coastal weapons stations, tvo ordnance 

stations, three industrial reserve plants (COCO), and a torpedo station, 

most of vhlch are multi-functional, and hence the reason for the 

intermix in the management structure,    Beinf» aulti-functlonal, these 

installations are not specifically desicnated to ammunition production 

or storace alone.   The Navy investment in ßmirAinitlon production facllltißs 

represents approximately 02,5 billion in current (1972) dollars.    (5sppl-2Ö) 

As an adjunct to the Navy ammunition nananenent prof^rarv—though the 

Naval Materiel Conmnd is primarily rosponsiblo for the support of the 

US Ilarino Corps—the Gornc does directly procure inuch of its ground 

munitions requirements from the Army on military Interdepartmental 

purchaca basis via direct, but informal, ccordination. 

The US Air irorce commodity management for conventional nunitions is 

unique in that it has no specific government oporatod produotios facilities 

and its aauagenent program is also split between two rrjor comands — 

the Air ^orce LoriGLics Conmand (Ar'LC) for routine procurement and manage- 

ment of fully developed munitions items, and the Air Force Systems Command 

(AFSC)  for procurement and man.-gement of those munitions Itemn in the 

various dovolopnental stages«    Under the ferner, the c.def orerative is 

the C;rden Air Materiel Area (COIM4) for conventional nmnitlona and Warner • 

Robblns Air üateriel Area (UPJUI4} for air launch.od munitions.    Under 

A7SC, the Armament Dovclornent and Test Center (ADTC)  i?? the contact ])oint 

and lud cognizance for nearly one-third of the Air Force annual munitions 



monetary requirements during the Vietnam era and vill probably assume 

a larger share during a peacetime period. 

Both major commands rely on the Army and the Navy for actual 

production of the majority of their requirements and on private industry 

for the remainder. The Air Force's investment in current (1972) dollars 

is $.5 billion primarily in develoment, test and rehabilitation 

facilities, but this figure includes some equitment provided to private 

industry for munitions production. 

Firuro 1 representa a fair apyroxiination of the types and values of 
e 

the production facilities under the cognizance of the three services in 

tenns of both manufacturing lines and plants.   A manufacturing lino is 

defined as that conbination of equipment and facilities capable of singular 

operation to manufacture, load, assemble and pac:: a type line item of 

conventional fanunition.    These are variably defined as ASOD packages, 

(requirir - Assistant Secretary of Defense approval to establish or 

modify) and are installed in GCGO, GCCO, and private plants, as well as 

specially desicnatod equiment in storage. 

As can be ceen fron the foregoing fibres, the Departnont of Defense 

investment in the conventional arriunitlon production base is extensive. 

When combined vdth the valxxe of the stocks in the var reserve stockpile 

and the annual procureaent Investrtent for a conflict such as tho Vietnam 

era required (approxlaately ^3 billion annually), the nanartoment of t!io 

overall program takes on immense prvoortions. 

All thrno services c crate the ccrsmodity nrnarennnt on a functional 

baais v;iöhin their respective comnnds and rely on informal coordination 

across s-rvico lines only v+iere needed(    Tho only service to attempt the 

use o:" a specialised project oanagenent en a matrix basis wns tho Axny 

imdor Lh:- aus-ilccc of  ike ;"3 Arriy liv.nitlons Co:.- and. 

v> 
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Cognizant 
Service 

Goverrment owned Private Plants 
(1) 

Industrial 
A?reementaf2) 

Value (Billions) 

nlanta lines lines Govt.i Private 
G0GÜ 1 GOCO 

IARMI 5 25 

  

4 

138 

18 2 

305 

3&7 

Land 09.0 
Fae. 01.8 

0.5O3 

KlfX 12 I^and 02.3 
Fac, | .3 

'$.019 

AIR FORCE 2 0 U 2 46 Land 0 .3 
Fac. 0 .1 

0.O15 

Notes: 1. Includes equipnont in storage for possible plant installation. 

2. Industrial agreements are betveon DOD'and various elenents of 
industry to participate in industrial preparedness for 
xaobilization. Values of land and facilities consigned to these 
agreements are not included in the lost colmon. 

3. Values are in 1972 dollars. 

4. Source! References cited; 5, pages 1-23 to 1-28. 

Figure 1: The American Ai.Munitlon Production Base 
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Her« it was felt that those Items largely produced by the Array and 

requiring interservice coordination could best be managed with designated 

project managers.    Consequently a KI for the 2.75 inch Rocket and a FM 

for Bombs and Explosives (including fuzes, fins and components), vere 

established primarily to direct the develoment, production, scheduling 

and responsive cross service coordination. 

Both project managenent organizations accomplished their mission 

successfully during the Vietnam conflict.    The Office of the PI I for 

Bombs and Hxplosives was phased out at the end of hostilities vhen the  • 

need for intensive management decreased, and the DCD realigned the pro- 

curement assignment for conventional bomb production to the Navy in order 

to place the producers and the users as closely related as possible. 

The PM for the 2,75 inch Rocket was transferred within the Army 

Materiel Ccmand to the Army Ilissilo Comand in June 1973, however it 

still retains responsibility for trl-sorvicc coordination. 

The Amy also utilized a totally iiv-house project management 

concept for its ovm management of mortar and artillery ammunition, though 

this also included coordination of support to the Marines.    These two 

FMs operated from a very email matrix orgainizationnl bapo designed 

primarily to coordinate the develoment and procluction aspects of the 

components within the US Army Munitions Ccmand. 

As a more recent develo]7nent,  the Army has established a Project 

Kaaager for I'odemlzatlon of the Any Ammunition Production Base as of 

June 1973.    This office is a matrix organisation satollited on the 

US Array Arnmonts Command to oversee and coordinate the nodernizatlon 

aspects of the base—a topic that will be discussed below. 

Within this baekgrouad, anothur major elcr.ent of tho ammunition 

production base rovolved around thn eatimatod condition of the facilities 

T 1 



and equlpient.    As was indicated in chapter 2, the majority of the 

facilities were developed and procured in the early 1940's with only 

little or no Improveraont and updatin/r since that time.   Manufacturing 

processes date back to methods used as early as World War I and do not 

reflect current state-of-the-art capabilities. 

Subsequent to the mobilization actions of the Vietnam conflict, 

the Department of Defense initiated several actions to evaluate the 

managanent and the condition of the production base.    One of these 

v*r n ocn ir^ionin" of the Logistic   ianagenent Institute (L-.l) to 

conduct an on-goinf; and extensive review of the condition and operation 

of the DOD amunltlon facilities.    The LMI study addressed itself 

primarily to the goverment oimed plants and in siromary stated that: 

1, The plants are outuodod and in poor rhysical condition, 
but continued to produoe at rates far In crrcess of peak Uorld 
War II rates, 

2, The fact that two departments nina'-e the base vith 
occasioiml duplication and at occasional crcsr. purposes is not 
effectively employing the limited resources o.--' the govennont 
investnent,  espcclfilly for a long ran^e basis.    (7) 

The W.l study also provided other roco-inondations concerning layaway 

practices, maintenance, planning,  comparison of private versus government 

ownership,  retention of local managerial personnel, and analysis 

procedures for the various production lines management. 

Simultaneous with the L'!! study, thn Amy realized that nur.erous 

technolor:ical chan,'-os could be made to achieve far greater efficiency 

and effectiveness,    ''any of these wore available on smsll scale and could 

bo implemented into the current plants for limited, though obvious, 

imprcveiiiont.    It soon becario apparent that improving dated equirnent 

was only going to have this limited result, and if the production base 

was to ren; in viable for any leiirth of tir.e,  extensive repliec^ont and 

modernization needed to be- acco:vfli'-hod. 



Consequently, on overall modernization plan amounting to $2.4 billion 

was proposed in 1963. This vas subsequently raised to $3,6 billion and 

approved for accomplishment during the period 1971 to 1981. This plan 

is now under the auspices of the Project Manacor referred to above. (5Jpp4^12) 

With this background describing the produotlon base as it was managed 

in 1971 and as it is constituted, including a description of the overall 

condition, tho following chapters will describe and analyze improvement 

efforts being undertaken to solve tho vide array of problems related to 

the production base manngeraent. 
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CHAPTER K 

JOINT SER7XGB8 STUDIES 

In 1968, the Department of Defense convened the Joint Logistics 

Review Board to evaluate all aspects of the DOD logistics systems as 

they operated in support of a limited conflict such as the Vietnam War, 

The final report of the board uao published in 1969 and includes a 

portion specifically addressing the conventional ammunition support, 

(7spp9>-105) 

This report recognized certain mpna^erial difficulties in the 

amunition procurenent methods and in tho aranunit.ion production base 

as well as an appraisal of the declining condition of the facilities 

and equiTaent,    It further addressed itself to sone rather confusing 

policies refwrdinjj the DCD Investment in government ovnod facilities. 

Specifically in the mam.'rcricl area,  the board recomaended: 

- The military denrrtnents initiate a .loint review of 
anounltlon procureiaeirt reGponsibllitiop for purposea of 
rocor.'iondin'-'; existing ohaagea to DCD Instruction /J15.1 
(or. purohase asslgnneiits) includin" adjuf^tnents in existing 
c.^po-bllity through transfer of facilities as required.,. 

- Conmandera with annunition logistic resnonsibility 
in tine of war (should) retain a nucleus staff capability 
in peace,.,   (VippL^HB) 

* 
The Board pi'occntefl ether rectxnandationa concerning supply and 

aupport activities, requirements computations,  specialized oaaaginant 

actions,  and 1 rocurenont policies;  however the above t-./o are ti.e mort 

directly applicable toward the follow-on efforts. 

Acting on the reeconendationa of the JLRB reix>rt, and in en evor- 

fjrowin" concern for nanagomont improvenont in the cxy:en5lve a'imuniticn 

production bsr-o,  tho Aosiatant Seoretary of Defense (Inetallations and 
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Logistlos) In Karch.1971 requested his counterparts In the three services 

to establish a Joint panel of high level service representatives to 

study and develop a coordinated management systen for the ammunition 

production base.    (5spp 111) 

The study was to be conducted under the auspices of the Joint 

Logistics Comanders (JLC), consisting of the Commanding General, Army 

Materiel Ccrmand (AMC), the Ccmanders of Air Force Logistics Comraand 

(AFLC) and the Air Force Systems CoTmand (AFSC), and the Chief, Naval 

Materiel Coisnand (l.T'C),    The panel vas to consist of general officers and 

staffs fron each of the three services and vas sharped to renort its 

findings and roccnnendations by June 1972,    The panel bore tha title of 

The Joint Panel for the Dcvclornent of a Coordinated Managonent Systen 

for the DCD Aiimmition Production Base (JCAP), 

The panel and its subordinate task groupn examinrrd the requirononts 

AS they affect the retention, acquisition,  support and relesse of the 

production baso;  operations, includr'.nrr utilisation Echodulin^ and coordi- 

nation; modernisation and eixnansion to natch requironcnts and manufacturing 

technology; nanagenont decision nodeüs; manafenent infomation syslic:.isj 

and organisational policies, procednros,  end training.    In short,  tho 

ranol txanined evary ps^ect of arrmnition nannz-enont to detcmine the 

various effects on the needs of the "reduction base. 

The final report of the panel resulted in fifty recomendatlons to 

imrove the o^oration of the production base,  encomracsing every facet 

of the total DCD base«    'iVonty-one of tho panol^ reoocnmendatlcau dealt 

with a proposed produotion base nanagwaant syste'i,    Thopo rccaiincndations, 

peculiar to the management aspects are sumarisad bolot;: 

That there bo established by the Joint Logistics CorTnandors, 
e Joint Gen'-'cntlcnal  'erwnition Production Joo^instlnf! Group 
(JCAP/CG), with a suprjorting full-tine operating group, io for.ulate 
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and operate a coordinated system for the production base nanagenent 
systen. 

This group should, under the direction of the JLCt 

Provide on effective coordination procedure for operation 
and maintenance of the total DCO conventional ammunition pro- 
duction base. 

Exchange inforraation on annroved programs, mobilization 
planning data, and related Information to asrure coordinated 
planning at the operating level. 

Develop models and raanarement inforraation systems to edd. 
in industrial preparedness planning) five year production 
allocations, and facility resource allocation. 

• • 
Exchange information on the introduction of new itons in 

viev.» of their impact on the production base. 

Exchanrre inforiation on production base safety, security 
and transportation noeds eonaon to the entire ammunition 
production base management. 

Exchange information on i;roduction baso modernization and 
expansion to natch production bare requirements. 

Attempt to standardize definitions,  costing procedures 
and reporting mothoda as mployed by the rcrvices v;ith regard 
to the amnunition production base,    (5spp x-:ccv) 

Figure 2 is a schematic diagram of the JCAP proposed management system 

as it vas proposed and implemented by the Joint Logistics Commanders,    The 

Cenaandlng General, US Army Jhanitions Command,  (nov/ the US Army Arra?ments 

Ooeraand) vrats appointed the ehbiman of tlie JCAf/OG, vith the other members 

frcn the prixie operating eonanairil of oach of the three services as shovn 

on the figure.    Each menber appoint -} a colonel/captain to eit on the ■ 

oj)erati.ig group (JCAF/OG).    The coordinated management structure is shown 

on figure 3, 

'iho. fact that the members of the .TCAF/CG represent the ecnnandittg 

reneralo of the operating amnunition rvnagement agencJes within each of 

there rervicen reflects a dedication to imniro compliance v.'ith the decisions 

cf the -Tcup.    These are the individuals thct bear the oonooqücncea Oi' 

comnliance versus non-comnlianco and only ctand to lo.^o by the latter. 
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This single element, of the system takes the pronosal out of the "ad hoc" 

panel concept and places it in that of & time working element dedicated 

to constructive managenent. 

A particular element of the coordinated nenaremont structure surrounds 

the models and the managenent Infoiwitlon system which are envisioned to 

be developed, Tho models to support the coordinated management Include 

such topics as naterial acquisition for a five year procurement and pro- 

duction plan; item acquisition/production trade-off for doclsions regarding 

stockpile conpnrison-to production capabilities; make or buy analycis fo» 

decisions as to vhere within tho base itens should bo produced; facilities 

naintenance for comparison of reactivation periods to layaway standards 

and malntenanco policies; industrial preparedness for canperinf! mobilization 

assignments to capabilities; and facility modemlnation and expansion to 

plan cxponrliturcs to neot production requirements, Kone of these models 

were in existanca at the time of the panels rectximendationsj hovover, they 

adequatoly rcflrct the typo of decisions facing tho coordinated 3isjiagement 

structure to achieve tho most efficient emunition production bane. 

Indeed, they are the type of management tools that coxild have been used by 

oach of the services individually; but without total production base input, 

thoy would not bo as offoctive az  in a coordinated anproach. 

Like tho models, tho proposed management information system provides 

an insight as to tho vorkings of the structure. The data considered by the 

nonol as crucial to a coordinated decision making procedure Include such 

items as: 

Peaccti'.iö and industrifd preparedness requirements' data (all  . 
services). 

Facility capabilities and capacities« 

]ir~----cr  and dovolopncnt ammunition items programaod for 
uroc'uci/'cM. 
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End item .unit production costs. 

Modernization and expansion factors. 

Manufacturing methods and technology. 

Security procedures. 

Plans, programs, and budgets pertaining to the ammunition 
coranodity. 

Given an idea of the typos of information and decision models envisioned 

for a joint service nanacement structure such as the JCAP/CG and CG, we got 

some perspective   of the problems facing this management system and its 

purpose for existing.    These factors have all been utilized by the individual 

services rifcviouslyj hovevor, with a dynamic organizational structure set 

apart fro:n the day-to-day operations, they can be ccmbined,  coordinated, 

and utilized to the advantage of the entire base as veil ao the individual 

eervicec.    The problems become very real in toins of decisions, expenditures, 

individual service policies, and DCD broad seals. 

As an Implementation plan,  the JCAP panel proposed a full establish-     

nent of this ctructurc, to include dcveloment of the management infor- 

mation system ('TIS) and the models over a five year period, vrith Irriediato 

objectives to be acconplirJied during FY 73, short tern objectives to be 

accomplished in FY 74/75, and longer ran^e objectives geared for FY 76/77. 

Inmediat« objectives included establishing the organisation, beginning 

manual reporting, conducting concept studies on the various models and. 

developir^ the system specifications for the HIS.    On the short tern basis, 

the objectives wore aimed at continued devoloment of the MIS,  operation 

of the models as n veil able, building files, and profraviming testing and 

training personnel toward long-ter.i goals of implenontlnp the over-all 

system and using it for a coordinated emtr.unition production base 

n an ?, rcrr n'  syotei \, 
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If approved and successful, the JCAP proposal vould represent a first 

in planned and coordinated management of a comodity coixnon to all services 

vhlle rtlll retaining the Individual service prerogatives and copnizance 

of their Interests. It Is Implied that the operating commends would comply 

vlth the decisions of the JCAP/CG with the goal of a DOD-wlde cost effective- 

ness, however It Is not unreasonable to assume cooperation In view of the 

comparative trade-off advantages to the various services. Besides cost 

effectiveness, each service would stand to gain sure knowledge of Its 

production requirement satisfactions,—both for peacetime and mobilization 

needs,—broad knowledge of the production base capabilities, end aspured 

coordination to avoid future crisis management. 
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CHAPTER 5 

EPILOGUE 

On 20 June 1972, the Joint Logistics Coniaanders directed the 

establishment of the nanagenent structure outlined in the previous 

chapter. Implementation vas to begin imediately vdth regard to the 

aspects within their  (JLC) cognizance. Those rocoranendations beyond 

the JLC control vere forwarded to the respoctivo Service Secretaries  . 

and to the Secretary of Defense as applicable, (5) 

At a June 1973 review of the JCAP/CG, the Joint Logistics Cor.-anders 

approved a nodification of the structure to expand the role of the 

Conciandcr, Amanont Doveloitueni, and Test Center as a neinber of the 

JOAF/CG for research nn<\  dcvolonTont natters, where he had previously 

been wording only In a supporting role to the Corhanier, Ogden Air 

Katerlol Area under AFLC. Figure /,. reflects the nodification to the 

ornsnization as irnlcnrntcd by thle 3top, This action was ta'ien prtoarlly 

because of the expandln ^ role of the nunltions research and developrient 

and its inpact on the joint nonaronont of the produetlon base. 

The full-tine staff of the JCilP/CG and its subordinate Operating 

Group ha? boon proposed to nunbor 55 persons for consolidation and inplo- 

mantatloa of the jjimiagencnt iBfomatlmi syston and the decision nodols. 

Another 10Ö nenhors are detailed on a part-tine basis fron the rcpre- 

i entativc owsnands« ilicse poojilc are not centrally located, but function 

within their respective operating ccaiands and rorvlcos as intcnrol part§ 

of the organlsatlont A aiall matrix organization at t'.-e US Amy AmanenuC 

Co.-tiand cer^/cs as the focal point for all actionr of the joint structure, 

(9) 
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Expressing tho confidence of the Joint Logistics Commanders in this 

management system, the JCAF/CG was also directed to absorb the function 

of oversooinc the Joint Services Explosive Safety Program, previously 

accomplished by an "ad hoc" group cooposed of various members of the 

three rervlces.   The JLC further expanded the mission of the JCAP/CG 

to include all conventional ammunition matters, thereby deleting the 

restriction to the production base only.    Though this aspect still 

provides, and will continue to provide, the largest purpose and share 

of the workload to the organization, the JCAP/CG now provides an open 
■ 

forum for the discussion and resolution of a number of interservleo 

problems that continually appear in the over-all management of the 

anmunltion comodity. 

To date, the reconmendations of the panel have been mr.-iroved at the 

Secretary of Defence level, with the exception of four eliminated by 

events and one partially approved in lino with tho previous Joint Logistics 

Review Board recormondations. Four actions requiring the individual 

Service Secretarial approval are ntill ponding, primarily awaiting 

staffing action. 



CHAPTER 6 

COHCLUSICWS 

The approval of the Panel's recomendations bespeaks the potential 

value or e coordinated nanagenent structure such as the JCAP/CG and its 

operating group.    It is providing a fomalized basis in which to coi^ 

solidatc and eorry out effective and efficient DCD planning irit'^nut 

elevatinc problcns to the Departnontal levels.    Judging by the conditions 

and the concern for the nianager.ent of the amunition production base as 

discussed in chapters 3 and 4-, corrective action had to be acconplished, 

and this pror-osal is a very viable one.    It is especially attractive in 

view of other alternatives which could have resulted in a "fourth Service," 

or a DCD level aimaunition supply afrency, both of which had been discussed, 

(8, 10) 

One of the keys to success in this rmnapancnt structure lies in 

the joint spirit of the organization at a low enough coi/nand level to 

accomplish the task, but still high enough to represent true nilitary 

service positions. 

Another acrect of the potential succers for the coordinated nanaponent 

approach in the fact that the nanaranont of such an inportant and expen- 

sive cocmodity as aiminition is capable of being accomplished wiLhout 

loss to the individual services in terns of comand, control and 

service prerogatives. 

It is the writer's belief that the structure beinf inpleraented to 

nanage the ansmmltion production base is the result of extensive, well- 

reasoned nlannin" end anr.lysic, rrd will adequately noct the requirement 

for effoctivo and efficient managsraent of the entire Department of 
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Defense arammition 'production base. The system encompasses the principle 

( of continuity and unity of direction while providing a working base of 

personnel, information and decislon-naking tools to Insure the most 

reasonable unified approach to coordinated nanacement within the amunitlon 
■ 

'    supply field. 
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